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Previous WorkPrevious Work

• Video-Mediated Communication (VMC)
– Task outcome measures
– Effect for type of task?
– Focus on interaction

• “Surface features” of conversation / interaction
– Number and length of speaking turns
– Overlapping speech

• What is video good for?
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Research QuestionResearch Question

Does the Access Grid (AG) support or 
hinder interactive discussion among 
distributed groups, as compared with a 
similar face-to-face group discussion?
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Study ObjectivesStudy Objectives

• Observational field study of small-group 
discussion

• Identify effects of the Access Grid on 
interpersonal communication

• Learn about how to do data collection on the 
Access Grid 
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ProcedureProcedure

• Five two-hour sessions during Spring ’01 (4 AG 
sessions, 1 F2F)

• Participants
– Minority CS and EE grad students
– 2 to 4 AG Nodes
– 1 to 8 students per site
– 3 to 15 total participants

• Videotaped for later analysis
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Video ExcerptsVideo Excerpts

May 3, 2001April 12, 2001

July 26, 2001
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AnalysisAnalysis

• 20-minute segment from each session

• Surface features
– Average length of speaking turn
– Number of speaking turns
– Group size

• Critical incidents
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Criteria for Critical IncidentsCriteria for Critical Incidents
AG system interferes with an 

utterance 

AG system directly inhibits a 
speaker change

Behavior that wouldn't occur face-
to-face

“Formal" moderator intervention 

Participant(s) unwilling to give up 
the floor

Participant(s) reticent to 
contribute

Participants sharing one handheld 
microphone

General audio problems

Looking at screen instead of 
collocated person

Explicitly “calling on” next speaker

Extremely long speaking turn

Long silence, waiting for someone 
else to speak
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Results: Rap Session Participation (1)Results: Rap Session Participation (1)
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Results: Rap Session Participation (1)Results: Rap Session Participation (1)



Slide 11 of 19

Results: Rap Session Participation (1)Results: Rap Session Participation (1)
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Results: Group Size (1)Results: Group Size (1)
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Results: Group Size (2)Results: Group Size (2)
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Results: Critical IncidentsResults: Critical Incidents

• Moderator Intervention

• Audience backchannel / nonverbal feedback

• Audio problems

• Camera management

• Adaptation to the AG
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Implications: People “Get It”Implications: People “Get It”
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Implications: Design Constrains UseImplications: Design Constrains Use

• AG physical environment design impacts user 
behavior

• Audio constrained many interactions

• Better transmission of nonverbal cues

• GROUP SIZE also constrains use!



Slide 17 of 19

TakeTake--Home Message(s)Home Message(s)

• Data collection on the AG is challenging but 
worthwhile

• Smaller groups are more informal (duh!)

• Technology to support tasks, not conversation
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For More Information…For More Information…

• Contact Crysta or Emilee

Crysta Metcalf
crystam@labs.mot.com

Emilee Patrick
epatrick@labs.mot.com

• Check out our website

http://internet2.motlabs.com/



Slide 19 of 19

ReferencesReferences
1. Daly-Jones, O., Monk, A. and Watts, L. (1998). Some advantages of video conferencing over high-quality audio conferencing: fluency and 

awareness of attentional focus. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 49: 21-58. 

2. Fay, N., Garrod, S. and Carletta, J. (2000). Group discussion as interactive dialogue or serial monologue: The influence of group size.
Psychological Science, 11(6): 487-492.

3. Fussell, S.R., Kraut, R.E. and Siegel, J. (2000). Coordination of communication: effects of shared visual context on collaborative work . In 
the Proceedings of the ACM 2000 Conference on Computer supported cooperative work . Philadelphia, PA USA. Available online: 
http://www.acm.org/pubs/citations/proceedings/cscw/358916/p21-fussell/

4. Hollan, J. and Stornetta, S. (1992). Beyond being there. In the Proceedings of ACM Computer Human Interaction conference on human 
factors in computing systems. Available online: http://dev. acm.org/pubs/citations/proceedings/chi/142750/p119-hollan/

5. Jordan, B. and Henderson, A. (1995). Interaction analysis: foundations and practice. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 4(1): 39-103.

6. O'Conaill, B., Whittaker, S. and Wilbur, S. (1993). Conversations over video conferences: An evaluation of the spoken aspects of video-
mediated communication. Human-Computer Interaction, 8(4): 389-428. Available online: 
http://www.research.att.com/~stevew/videoconf.nofigs.pdf

7. O'Malley, C., Langton, S., Anderson, A. and Doherty-Sneddon, G. (1996). Comparison of face-to-face and video-mediated interaction.
Interacting with Computers, 8(2): 177-192. 

8. Olson, G.M. and Olson, J.S. (2000). Distance Matters. Human-Computer Interaction, 15: 139-178. 

9. Rocco, E. (1998). Trust Breaks Down in Electronic Contexts but Can be Repaired by Some Initial Face-to-Face Contact. In the 
Proceedings of ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. Available online: 
http://www.acm.org/pubs/citations/proceedings/chi/274644/p496-rocco/

10. Teasley, S., Covi, L., Krishnan, M.S. and Olson, J.S. (2000). How does radical collocation help a team succeed? In the Proceedings of 
ACM 2000 Conference on Computer supported cooperative work . Philadelphia, PA USA. Available online: 
http://dev. acm.org/pubs/citations/proceedings/cscw/358916/p339-teasley


